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Comment on the proposed precedence of anthribidae Billberg, 1820 over choragidae

Kirby, 1819 (Insecta, Coleoptera)

(Case 2795; see BZN 49: 194-195)

Beverley A. Holloway & Guillermo Kuschel

7 Tropicana Drive. Ml. Roskill. Auckland 1004, New Zealand

We fully endorse Silfverberg's submission to give anthribidae precedence over

CHORAGIDAE, for the reasons given in the proposal.

Comment on the proposed designation of Rhipidocystis baltka Jaekel, 1901 as the type

species of Rhipidocystis Jaekel, 1901 (Echinodermata, Eocrinoidea)

(Case 2760; see BZN 49: 41^2)

(1) R.P.S. Jefferies

Department of Palaeontology, The Natural History Museum. Cromwell Road, London

SW75BD, U.K.

I support this application. Jaekel's 1901 paper was a confounded muddle which

was first sorted out by Hecker (=Gekker) in 1940. As set out in para. 3 of the

application, Jaekel's Rltipidocystis was composite (including material belonging to

three classes and four genera) and his nominal species R. gigas does not represent a

valid taxon. In the Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology Ubaghs (1968) correctly

cited Bather's (1913) designation of R. gigas as the type species, but followed Hecker

in treating Rhipidocystis as being exemplified by R. baltica; he re-illustrated the

holotype of this species. Bockelie (1981) took the same position, and nowadays

everyone accepts RJiipidocystis in the sense of R. baltica. Nothing but confusion

would result from retaining 'R. gigas' as the type species, and Dr Rozhnov's

application should therefore be accepted.

(2) G. Ubaghs

Avenue Bois le Comte 28, 4140 Sprimont, Belgium

I fully support the designation of Rltipidocystis baltica Jaekel, 1901 as the type

species of the genus Rltipidocystis Jaekel, 1901, and agree with Dr Jefferies's

comments (above) about this designation.

Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Rana megapoda Taylor,

1942 (Amphibia, Anura)

(Case 2821; see BZN 49: 211-212)

Hobart M. Smith

EPOBiology, University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 80309-0334, U.S.A.

The case for conservation of Rcmamegapoda Taylor, 1942 is supported by its usage

as valid from 1942 through 1991 in 43 works by 32 different authors (one other work
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appeared in 1982 using the incorrect spelling R. megapodia). Rana trilobata

Mocquard, 1899 was used as a valid name in misidentified senses as late as 1983, but

its status was uncertain until 1991 when Webb identified it with what has been known
for 51 years as R. megapoda Taylor, 1942. To allow a name with such a chequered

history to replace one of such common and unvarying usage as R. megapoda would

be a serious affront to nomenclatural stability. Approval of the application is strongly

recommended.

Comment on the proposed conservation of some generic names first proposed in Histoire

abregee des insectes qui se trouvent aux environs de Paris (Geoffroy, 1762) (Crustacea

and Insecta)

(Case 2292; see BZN 48: 107-134; 49; 71-72, 149-150, 194, 223-227)

I.M. Kerzhner

Zoological Institute. Russian Academy of Sciences, St Petersburg 199034. Russia

I am grateful to all who have supported my application (BZN 48; 107-134),

including Dr C.W. Sabrosky in a letter to me. I support the simplifying proposals

(l)-(3) by Tubbs (BZN 49; 226, para. 9) that Geoffrey's 1762 generic names be ruled

to be available, and if they are accepted by the Commission the proposed citation of

the authorship Geoffroy in MuUer, 1 764 for the suppressed or rejected names will not

apply.

There is no reason to treat Asellus Geoffroy, 1762 differently from his other names;

I do not agree with the suggestion by Holthuis (BZN 49: 224) that it should be

attributed (as has never been done) to Schaeffer's work of 1766. On a point of detail

I disagree with LaSalle (BZN 49; 71-72); the mention of Euloplms in the synonymy

of a species by Fabricius in 1781 (or previously of another by Linnaeus in 1767) does

not constitute inclusion of the species in the genus (Article 69a(i)). Because Peltis has

universally been attributed to Kugelann ( 1 792) 1 think it is preferable to conserve this

authorship rather than that of Miiller (1776) as suggested by Silfverberg (BZN 49;

224). Except for these points I accept the amendments to my application proposed by

LaSalle and by Tubbs.

(


